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In 2013, Bailey R., age five, was seriously abused by her father, R.R. (father).   

In a criminal domestic violence protective order, father was ordered to have no 

contact with Bailey R. until June 24, 2017.  

In dependency proceedings, father was offered reunification services and ordered 

to complete a 52-week domestic violence program, submit to drug tests on demand, 

undergo a psychiatric evaluation, and participate in a 52-week parenting program.  He 

refused to comply with these orders, stating instead that he would wait for the child to 

grow up and initiate contact with him.  

By the disposition hearing, father had complied with no part of the case plan, but 

nevertheless sought monitored visitation.  At the hearing, the juvenile court at first 

ordered that father receive twice-a-month visits starting in 2017, when the criminal 

protective order expired.  It stated that father might seek to have the protective order 

modified if he wanted to receive visitation before 2017, but no such modification would 

be granted until he complied with the case plan.   

Later, when asked by father’s counsel whether father was “only allowed to have 

visits if he complies with the case plan,” the court responded, “Well, right now he has no 

visits and—he needs to comply with—yes, I am saying he needs to—he needs to address 

those issues.”    

In effect, the juvenile court’s first ruling permitted father to receive visitation after 

2017, or earlier if he complied with the case plan and had the protective order modified.  

After discussion, the court made a second, different ruling that allowed no visitation at 

all, even after 2017, until father complied with the case plan. 

The form judgment prepared by Bailey R.’s mother’s counsel and signed by the 

court contains a third visitation order:  It simply states there shall be “no visitation.”  

Bailey R. appeals, contending discrepancies between orders delivered at the 

hearing and later in the judgment create confusion as to the actual visitation order.  She 

requests that we reverse the judgment and remand the matter to the juvenile court with an 

instruction to conduct a new hearing, clarify whether father is to receive visitation, and 

set forth the conditions for visitation.  
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The appeal is authorized by Welfare and Institutions Code section 395, 

subdivision (a), which permits an appeal to be taken from a judgment in a proceeding 

under Welfare and Institutions Code, section 300, “and any subsequent order.” 

We partially grant Bailey R.’s request.  The juvenile court made conflicting 

visitation rulings at the hearing and in the judgment.  The judgment must be vacated and 

the juvenile court directed, with or without conducting a further hearing, in its discretion, 

to enter a new judgment clarifying its visitation order. 

DISPOSITION 

The judgment is reversed.  The juvenile court is directed to enter a new judgment, 

with or without a further hearing, that clarifies its visitation order.   
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